The Effects of Dogmatism, Rhetorical Sensitivity, and Attitude Valence on Selected Speech Ratings by Geyerman, Chris B.
Eastern Illinois University
The Keep
Masters Theses Student Theses & Publications
1984
The Effects of Dogmatism, Rhetorical Sensitivity,
and Attitude Valence on Selected Speech Ratings
Chris B. Geyerman
Eastern Illinois University
This research is a product of the graduate program in Speech Communication at Eastern Illinois University.
Find out more about the program.
This is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Theses & Publications at The Keep. It has been accepted for inclusion in Masters Theses
by an authorized administrator of The Keep. For more information, please contact tabruns@eiu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Geyerman, Chris B., "The Effects of Dogmatism, Rhetorical Sensitivity, and Attitude Valence on Selected Speech Ratings" (1984).
Masters Theses. 2834.
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/theses/2834
THESIS REPRODUCTION CERTIFICATE 
TO: Graduate Degree Candidates who have written formal theses. 
SUBJECT: Permission to reproduce theses. 
The University Library is receiving a number of requests from other 
institutions asking permission to reproduce dissertations for inclusion 
in their library holdings. Although no copyright laws are involved, we 
feel that professional courtesy demands that· permission be obtained 
from the author before we allow theses to be copied. 
Please sign one of the following statements: 
Booth Library of Eastern Illinois University has my permission to lend 
my thesis to a reputable college or university for the purpose of copying 
it for inclusion in that institution's library or research holdings. 
Date Author 
I respectfully request Booth Library of Eastern Illinois University not 
allow my thesis be reproduced because 
������-��������
Date Author 
m 
THE EFFECTS OF DOGMATISM, RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY, AND 
ATTITUDE VALENCE ON SELECTED SPEECH RATINGS 
(TITLE! 
BY 
Chris B .  Geyerman 
THESIS 
SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE DEGREE OF 
MASTER OF ARTS 
IN THE GRADUATE SCHOOL, EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
CHARLESTON, ILLINOIS 
1984 
YEAR 
I HEREBY RECOMMEND THIS THESIS BE ACCEPTED AS FULFILLING 
THIS PART OF THE GRADUATE DEGREE CITED ABOVE 
ADVISER 
4(>Mf.11TTEE. MEMBER 
J;OMMITTEE MEMBER 
DATE DEPAR'rMENT CHAIRPERSON 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF TABLES 
LIST OF FIGURES 
ABSTRACT 
Chapter 
I .  INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
Rating Error . . . . . . 
Types of  Rating Error 
Rhetorical Sensitivity . 
Dogmatisra 
Attitude Valence 
II. METHODOLOGY 
Subjects . . 
Design . . .  
Measuring Instruments 
Procedure 
III. RESULTS 
IV . CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
NOTES 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
APPENDIXES . 
VITA . 
Appendix A .  
Appendix B .  
Appendix C .  
Appendix D .  
Appendix E .  
Appendix F .  
Becker-Bock Rating Scale 
RS version of RHETSEN Scale 
Form E of Rokeach Dogmatism 
Campus Questionnaire 
Negatively Valenced Speech 
Positively Valenced Speech 
Scale . . 
ii 
Page 
iii 
iv 
v 
1 
1 
5 
6 
9 
1 2  
1 4  
14 
14  
1 6  
1 8  
20 
25 
3 1  
38 
45 
46 
47 
47 
52 
53 
56 
59 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 
1 .  ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY 
AND ATTITUDE VALENCE ON THE MATERIAL TRAIT . . . . . . 
2 .  
3 .  
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY 
AND ATTITUDE VALENCE ON THE ANALYSIS TRAIT 
T-TEST ANALYSIS FOR RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY LEVEL BY 
LENIENCY ERROR . . . . . . . . . 
4. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR DOGMATISM AND ATTITUDE VALENCE 
iii 
Page 
2 1  
22 
22 
ON THE MATERIAL TRAIT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 3  
5 .  ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR DOGMATISM AND ATTITUDE VALENCE 
ON THE ANALYSIS TRAIT . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 
6 .  T-TEST ANALYSIS FOR DOGMATISM LEVEL BY HALO ERROR 
7 .  ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY, 
DOGMATISM, Al�D ATTITUDE VALENCE ON THE MEAi."' TRAIT 
SCORES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
24 
24 
Figure 
1 .  
2. 
LIST OF FIGURES 
The Bock Model of Rating 
The Cue Utilization Mode of Communication 
(DOG Model) . . • • . . • • . • . . • • • 
iv 
Page 
2 
4 
ABSTRACT 
The Effects o f  Dogmatism, Rhetorical Sensi tivity, and 
Attitude Valence on Selected Speech Ratings 
by 
Chris B .  Ge yerman 
M . A .  Candidate 
Eastern Illinois University ,  1984 
Major Professor:  Dr. Douglas G .  Bock 
Department: Speech Cormnunication 
This s tudy empirically examined the demand characteristic construct 
and the inforI"'ation processing construct of the rating error paradigm. 
The findings of this study indicated that the position advocated by the 
speaker with respect to  the a ttitude valence of the raters significantly 
influenced the speech evaluation process .  This s tudy provides suppor t  
for the de mand characteristic construct and the information processing 
construct of rating error theory. Implications in te rms of  pedagogy, 
theory, and future research are discussed. 
(64 pages) 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION A.�D STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
Introduction 
No act of cormnunication is complete until it has been evaluated and 
1 
criticized by others . This can be seen daily in book review s ,  film 
critiques, impression formation, and educational institutions . For ex-
ample,  an exam is a form of critical expression by which teachers evaluate 
the level of knowledge students acquire in a given subject area, and as-
sign them a grade corresponding to their evaluation. 
In the speech counnunication classroom, oral p erformances,  as well 
as written exams , must be evaluated and criticize d .  Providing reliable 
and valid feedback for an oral performance , which is essential for student 
2 improvement, has been a problem to scholars for years. Because the 
speech rating process involves human judgement, which is always t o  some 
d . f 
3 h . f 4 egree imper ect, t e process is not error- ree. Subsequently, a theory 
5 has been developed by Bock to help control and predict rating error. 
Identification, prediction, and control of these errors would lead to 
more objective and accurate speech evaluations , which is the primary 
responsibility of the speech teacher, and the goal of rating error theory . 
The central theoretical proposition of the theory is that the rater ' s  
ability to utilize cognitive, affective, and p sychomotor cues in the 
speech evaluation setting is the major determinant of rating error. 6 
2 
The theory of rating error (RE), until recently ,  has offered thre� under-
lying constructs, referring to the act of speech evaluation (SE), the 
receiver component (RC), and the demend characteristics (DC), to support 
h . 1 . d . . 7 t e previous y mentione proposition. The entire theory could be sum-
marized by the following: RE = f (SE, RC , DC, + e), where f = a  function 
of, RE = rating error , SE = speech evaluation, RC = receiver component, 
DC = demand characteristics, and e 8 = uncontrollable error , and is il-
lustrated in the following diagram.
9 
Messa·ge 
l � 
Environment 
( Scale) 
Errors 
l \ 
Speaker Receiver�������� Evaluation P.atina 
\ t 
Channel 
\. I 
-
/:'-
Errors 1 I 
: ( Rater) : 
! ___________________________________________________________ , 
Demand Characteristics 
Figure 1 .  The Bock Model of Rating 
The Speech Evaluation construct, (SE), states that rating behavior 
may be affected by any one of the components of the process of communi-
cation. Speech Evaluation may be expressed as: 
10 SE = f(S,M , C , R , F , RI , E , I ,  + e), where SE = speech evaluation, f = a  
function of, S = source, M = message, C = channel, R = receiver, F 
back, RI = rating instrument, E = environment, I = interference, and 
feed-
e = measurement error . For example, Bock and Saine report source credi-
1 1  
bility to significantly affect the evaluation process . Similarly, 
Henrickson reports better-known and better-liked students were rated 
3 
higher by their classmates . 1 2  Both studies report the source, of  which 
speech evaluation is a function, affect the rating process . 
The second construct states that rating error is primarily affected 
13 by the Reciever Component (RC) , of the theory. This may be expressed 
as RC= f ( S , M , C , aR,RI , E , I ,  + e) , where RC = receiver componen t ,  and 
1 4  aR = a weighting of  the receiver componen t .  For example, Smithson re-
ports communication apprehension to s ignificantly affect the evaluation 
15 process . Besides communication apprehension, which was used as an 
independent variable in the receiver component , other variables such as 
need for order, persuasibiltiy, and sex of the rater have been shown to 
affect the rating process. 16 
The third construct states that rating error is affected by Demand 
Characteristics (DC) . 17 That i s ,  the rater knows much is expected while 
evaluating a speech and the slightest cue about what is expected may 
cause a rating error to occur. Demand characteristics may be expressed 
by the following: DC = f (S C ,  Exp + e) , where DC = demand characteristics, 
Sc . . 1 d E . lS = s1tuat1ona cues, an xp = expectations . For example, Bock and 
Bock report expectancy inductions, warning raters that a speech is either 
good or bad, to significantly interact with sex of the speaker and sex of 
1 9  the rater in leniency ,  halo, and trait errors. Furthermore ,  Bock, 
Powell, Kitchens, and Flavins found that demand characteristics, situa-
tional and media effects, significantly influenced the speech evaluation 
process. Specifically, more trait error was associated with the rating 
of VTR and live speeches than in the live TV condition. 20 
The fourth and most recently proposed construct states that inade-
quate Information Processing (IP), which is dependent on the rater ' s  
2 1  ability to utilize cues, affects rating error. A "cue" in this case 
4 
may be defined as any stimulus in the situation that the observer focuses 
on, maintains an orientation toward, responds to,  or associates with a 
22 response . This construct is composed of physical cues (P) , situational 
cues ( S ) , emotional cues (Em) and logical cues (log) , and may be repre-
sented as IP = f ( P , S,Em , log , + e) where IP = information processing and 
e = uncontrolled error. 23 
Physical cues result from the biological functioning of the rater, 
24 ( i . e .  hunger, fatigue, etc. ) .  Situational cues are characteristics 
25 of the situation, such as speaker nervousness. Psychological cues in-
elude such things as dogmatism and rhetorical sensitivity. Logical cues 
reflect a desire for order and carefully considered action which may lead 
to a lack of creativity and reduced ability to adequately rate a speech. 26 
With the addition of the information processing construct,  the entire 
theory can be summarized as RE = f ( SE , RC , DC , IP + e) . This construct 
examines environmental factors as filtered through psychological character-
. . f h 2 7  d . · 11 d . h f 11 . d. istics o t e rater, an is i ustrate in t e o owing iagram. 
TP = Informatinn Pror.essing l 
Available Cues = f(Physicc:l. Psychological, Situation, logic) 
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Figure 1. The Cue Utilization of Model of Communication (DOG Model). 
5 
Types of Rating Error 
There are six types of rating error that can occur: three of which 
(error of central tendency, logical error, and proximity error) are attri-
butable to the rating instrument; and three of which (leniency error, trait 
error, and halo error) are attributable to the rater. 28 
Many raters have a tendency to group scores toward the middle of the 
scale values , thus causing an error of central tenden cy . 29 For example, 
research has shown that on a ten point scale, most of the scores t end to 
30 group around seven. 
The logical error is the tendency of the rater to rate traits alike 
because they are logically related even though they may be separated 
31 from one another on the scale. A rater may evaluate delivery and voice 
similarly because they are both matters of physical presentation; like-
wise, a rater may evaluate material and analysis similarly because they 
are both matters of content. 
The proximity error is the t endency of the rater to give two traits 
on a rating scale the same rating simply because they are located next to 
32 one another on the page. For example,  a rater may assign the same 
value t o  ideas and gesturing, even though they are not related, because 
they are proximal to each other on the rating scale. 
A leniency error is the tendency of a rater to be either too easy 
(positive leniency error) or too hard (negative leniency error) on all 
33 speakers.  For example, Bock reports persuasibility to affect leniency 
errors; positive leniency errors were associated with easy-to-persuade 
34 raters. 
A halo error is the t endency for a rater to be either too easy 
(positive halo error) or too hard (negative halo error) on specific 
35 speakers. For example, Henrickson found that better-known and 
6 
36 better-liked students were evaluated higher by their peers . Similarly, 
Barker reported students for whom the teacher indicated personal-social 
3 7  regard were evaluated signif icantly highe r .  
The trait error is the tendency o f  the rater to be either too easy 
(positive trait error) or too hard (negative trait error) on a given trait 
h . 1 38 on t e rating sea e .  For example, Bock and Munro found that raters 
with a high need for order committed a positive trait error on organiza­
tion. 39 Smithson reports raters with high levels of communication 
h . d d . . h . . 40 appre ension emonstrate a negative trait error on t e anxiety trait. 
Information Processing was affected by variables in the Receiver Com-
ponent construct and the Demand Characteristic construct respectively . 
Rhetorical Sensitivity 
In attempting to outline what rhetoric-in-action can be, Hart and 
Burks offer five characteristics of rhetorical sensitivty: 1 )  accepting 
role-taking as part of the human condition, 2) attempting to avoid 
stylized verbal behavior, 3) characteristically willing to undergo the 
strain of adaptation, 4) seeks to distinguish between all information and 
information acceptable for communication , and 5 )  tries to understand 
h . d  b d d . 1 . f 4 1  t at an 1 ea can e ren ere in mu ti- orm ways . Thus, an examination 
of each characteristic as it may apply to rating error becomes necessary. 
The degree to which class members accept the role of speech evaluaters 
could influence the ratings (s)he would give. For example, it seems 
logical that if a rater rejected the role of speech critic , ( s)he would 
be less inclined to utilize the cues necessary to adequately process the 
oral performance , thus contributing to inaccurate ratings .  Research has 
shown that training raters in the use of the scale will improve the 
f h . . 4
2 
accuracy o t e ratings given. This, at least in part, may be 
7 
attributed to the possibility that training raters leads to greater 
acceptance of the critic role due to a feeling of increased evaluative 
competence . 
By avoiding stylized verbal behavior, the rhetorically sensitive 
person realizes that if a man continually opts for the same role without 
regard to situation or context and does not deal with social interactions 
on an ad hoc basis , he will be rhetorically unproductive. 43  This mode of  
thinking is incorporated into the speech classroom via audience analysis, 
which helps d etermine appropriate topics as well as ways of  presenting 
them that are not stylized, but ,  rather unique to a given audience . 
The third characteristics of  the rhetorically sensitive person, that 
( s ) he is willing to  undergo the strain of  adaptation ,
44 can also be seen 
in the speech classroom. For example, Bock and Bock found that expect­
ancy inductions significantly affected the speech rating process. 45 
This finding tends to suggest that in adapting to the role of  speech critic, 
the rhetorically sensitive individual may be more aware of  what is ex-
pected of the role, altering evaluations accordingly. 
The rhetorically sensitive person seeks to distinguish between all 
. f . d . f . bl f . . 46 in ormat1on an 1n ormation accepta e or conunun1cat1on. Although Hart 
and Burks refer to this characteristic, as well as the other s ,  in terms 
of  an interpersonal context, this principle , too , can be observed in the 
speech classroom. For example,  Bock et.  al . found that speeches containing 
profanity were evaluated negatively on the language trait . 47  Clearly, the 
evaluaters in the study deemed the use of  profanity as unacceptable for 
communication in the classroom context, resulting in a negative evaluation 
of the language trait . Similarly , Bock found easy-to-persuade individuals 
would judge more communicative acts appropriate to a given context, re­
sulting in significantly positive leniency errors. 48 
8 
The final characteristic Hart and Burks posit regarding rhetorically 
sensitive people is they try to understand that an idea can be rendered 
. 1 . f 49 in mu ti orm ways. Rhetorical invention involves at least two procedures :  
1 )  determination o f  which ideas are t o  be made known and 2 )  consideration of 
how such information is to be presented.
SO 
In the evaluation of a speech, 
determination of which ideas are made known would involve everyday issues 
such as recognizing the topic and major points; and in considering how such 
information as supporting materials, audience adaptation, and style of 
delivery, all of which are evaluated and criticized· by teachers and peers, 
are synthesized in presentation of the speech . 
Rhetorical sensitivity, and the characteristics thereo f ,  i t  would 
seem, could be juxtaposed to the information processing construct of the 
Bock paradigm. The acceptance of role taking ,
5 1 i . e . , critic, is involved 
in the speech rating proce s s ,  as is stylized verbal behavior52  and adapt-
b ·1· h . . 53 a i ity to t e situation. Furthermore, the ability to distinguish accept-
able from unacceptable information54 and realizing the ideas can be rendered 
in multiform ways , 55 although referred to in an interpersonal context,  
clearly involve the ability to process and utilize physical cue s ,  situational 
cues, emotional cues ,  and logical cues. For example it seems logical if 
a highly rhetorically sensitive student was presented with a speech in 
favor of raising tuition, the student would distinguish the information 
as unacceptable ,  provided students oppose a tuition increase. Properly 
responding to his/her newly acquired role as critic, the rater would give 
the speech a lower score, particularly on the content traits because 
material is content oriented . 
The preceding example, along with the logical assumption that in order 
to distinguish acceptable information from unacceptable information, the 
rhetorically sensitive person is better able to process and utilize cues, 
led the author to  the following hypotheses. 
Dogmatism 
Attitude Valence and rhetorical sensitivity will interact 
such that high rhetorically sensitive raters will show 
a negative trait error on the content traits of material 
and analysis in a speech advocating a tuition increase .  
High rhetorically sensitive raters will show a significant 
negative leniency error in speech evaluation. 
9 
Dogmatism, according to Rokeach, is characterized by open belief sys­
tems vs . closed belief systems . 56 In defining characteristics of open and 
closed systems , Rokeach differentiates between the two in three broad 
categories : 1) with respect to organization along the belief-dis-
belief continuum; 2) with respect to the organization along the central­
perpheral dimension; 3 )  with respect to the time perspective dimension.57 
Concerning organization along the belief-disbelief continuum, Rokeach 
asserts that in open systems, the magnitude of rejection of disbelief 
subsystems is relatively low58 and that there is communication of parts 
59 within and between belief and disbelief systems . Whereas , closed 
systems are characterized by a relatively high magnitude of rejection of 
60 disbelief subsystems , and isolation of parts within and between belief 
6 1  and disbelief systems. Furthermore , open belief systems are characterized 
by relatively little discrepancy in degree of differentiation between be-
6 2  lief and disbelief systems; and conversely, closed systems are character-
ized by relatively great discrepancy in degree of differentiation between 
63 belief and disbelief systems. Similarly, Rokeach posits open systems 
characteristically have a high degree of differentiat ion within the 
disbelief system64 and closed systems are characterized by a small degree 
65 of differentiation within the disbelief system. 
With respect to the central-peripheral dimension, Rokeach distinguishes 
1 0  
between open and closed systems in terms of  specific content, formal con­
tent, and structure of beliefs. 66 Concerning specific content of  primary 
beliefs, according to Rokeach, the open system ' s  orientation is to the 
effect that the world one lives in, or the situation one is in at a 
particular moment ,  is a friendly one. 67  But , in the closed system, the 
world one lives in, or the siutation one is in at a particular moment, is 
h . 68 a t reatening one. 
The formal content of beliefs about authority and about people who 
hold systems of authority, in the open system, is to the effect that 
authority is not absolute and that people are not to be evaluated ac­
cording t o  their agreement or disagreement with such authority. 69 In 
the closed system on the other hand, formal content of beliefs about 
authority and people who hold authority systems is to the effect that 
authority is absolute and that people are to be accepted and rej ected 
according to their agreement or disagreement with such authority. 70 
The structure of beliefs and disbelie f s ,  in the open system, per-
ceived to emanate from authority is such that its substructures are in 
relative communication with each other. 7 1  In the closed system, however, 
the structure of  beliefs and disbeliefs perceived to emanate from authority 
is such that its substructures are in relative isolation from each other. 7 2  
Finally, Rokeach asserts open systems are characterized by a relatively 
b d . . 73 d 1 d h . d b 1 . 1 roa time perspective, an c ose systems are c aracterize y re ative y 
narrow, future oriented time perspective. 74 Thus, a blueprint, or guide 
for understanding the major differences between dogmatic (closed system) 
and nondogmatic (open system) individua l s ,  according to Rokeach, has been 
established . 
Taking these characteristics into accoun t ,  Rokeach notes : 
Every person, then, must be able to evaluate adequately 
both relevant and irrelevant information he receives from every 
situation. This leads us to suggest a basic characteristic 
that defines the extent to which a person's system is open or 
closed; namely, the extent to which the person can receive, 
evaluate, and act on relevant information received from the 
outside on its own intrinsic merits, unencumbered by irrele­
vant factors in the situation arising from within the person 
or from outside.75 
In the above postscript, the implications of rating error theory become 
apparent. For example, the notion that every person must be able to 
1 1  
adequately evaluate relevant and irrelevant information is very similar to 
the SE construct of the rating error paradigm in that it can be affected 
by any of the components of the communication process. 
Also, irrelevant factors in a situation arising from outside are 
akin to the DC component rating error theory. For example, research 
has shown that expectancy inductions!6 which arise from an outside source, 
i.e. the experimenter, affect the evaluation process. 
Furthermore, irrelevant factors arising from within the person are 
similar to psychological characteristics of the RC construct of rating 
error theory. This suggests the ability to process relevant from irrelevant 
information may be directly related to the degree of dogmatism a reciever 
exhibits. Thus, the definition of dogmatism advanced by Rokeach inherently 
acknowlecges the constructs offered by rating error theory. 
Dogmatism, as reported by Bostrom, has no significant effect on speech 
. b h . 77 rating e av1or. However, Bostrom failed to control for the topic of 
the speeches, which, in relation to dogmatism, could significantly affect 
rating behavior. For example, Donohew, Parker, and McDermott found that 
when confronted with discrepant stimuli, low dogmatics tended to show 
greater arousal than did high dogmatics.78 Increased arousal should reduce 
the rater's ability to utilize cues. According to Easterbrook, reduction 
1 2  
in the range of cue utilization was found to have been associated with an 
. . d . 79 increase in rive. 
Providing incr�ased drive heightens arousal, and arousal, which in-
hibits the rater's ability to utilize cues, is greater in low dogmatics 
than high dogmatics when presented with discrepant stimuli, the following 
hypotheses were generated. 
Attitude valence and dogmatism will interact such that 
low dogmatics will show a positive trait error on the 
content trait of material when presented with negatively 
valenced material. 
Low dogmatic subjects will rate a speech containing dis­
crepant stimuli significantly higher than high dogmatics. 
Attitude Valence 
Attitude valence refers to the consistency or lack of it between a 
. I 
. d d h • . d d • 80 receiver s attitu e an t e position a vocate in a message. 
The position a speaker advocates on a given topic must be considered, 
in terms of rating error theory, a demand characteristic (DC) eminating 
from the source. Geyerman and Bock found two speeches presented by the 
same speaker, on the same topic, advocating different positions, i.e. , 
pro-tuition increase vs. anti-tuition increase, to significantly affect 
the halo error in relation to dogmatism.8
1 
Because Geyerman and Bock used the halo error as a dependent variable, 
they neglected to account for differences in the total score between the 
evaluation of discrepant and consistent stimuli. The evaluaters in this 
experiment were a captive audience, i. e. , members of a formal class, and 
as has been noted, there was always the possibility that there would be 
self-selection in exposure (attention) to some or most of the content of 
h . . 8 2  t e communication. According to Festinger, 
It seems clear that the avoidance and evasion of material 
which might produce or increase dissonance depends on antici­
pations (probably unverbal ones) about the material or on 
preliminary assessment of the material. 83 
1 3  
Furthermore , Wheeless reports homophily to significantly affect 
selevtive exposure to information (eta2 
= . 69 ) . 84 Because speaker B was 
also a student, she had a high degree of homophily with the audience. 
Based on the rationale that raters will selectively inattend to a speech 
advocating an inconsistent position, ( s ) he will process fewer cues, re-
sulting in a higher score, the author generated hypothesis 5 .  
Rhetorical sensitivity , dogmatism, and attitude valence 
will interact such that those raters low in dogmatism and 
low in rhetorical sensitivity, evaluate a negatively 
valenced speech higher than a positively valenced speech. 
As previously mentioned, the receiver component of the rating error 
paradigm accounts for leniency, halo and trait errors. Because both dog-
matism and rhetorical sensitivity are psychological in nature, varying 
in degree from rater to rater, they are psychological variables within 
the receiver component, wherein information processing occurs. And 
as alluded to  earlier ,  the position advocated by the speaker is a 
demand characteristic that may influence speech evaluations due to 
valenced attitudes of the rater. Thus providing a basis for empirical 
examination of the information processing construct and the demand char-
acterics construct of rating error theory. 
CHAPTER II 
METHODOLOGY 
Subjects 
The subjects in this study (n=l60) were class members randomly drawn 
from the total number of sections of the. basic course offered at Eastern 
Illinois University. The subjects were considered a random sample of the 
University population because the basic course at Eastern Illinois University 
is an all university requirement. 
The sample section met at various times of the day on Monday, Wednes-
day, and Friday. Since peer evaluation is commonly practiced, intact 
classes were used in obtaining data for the study. 
Design 
For hypotheses one and three the dependent variables used in this study 
were the trait errors on material and analysis in the pro-tuition increase 
condition. For hypothesis two, the dependent variable was subject leniency 
error. The dependent variable for hypothesis four was the subject's halo 
error for the speaker presenting the discrepant, unacceptable, negatively 
valenced stimuli. The dependent for hypothesis five was the subject's 
average score per trait for speaker B .  The dependent measures will be cal­
culated and quantified using Guilford's procedures for error measurement. 85 
Rhetorical sensitivity, as measured by the RHETSEN, dogmatism, as 
measured by form E of the Rokeach dogmatism scale, and position of ·the 
speaker, i.e. pro vs. anti-tuition increase, were the independent vari­
ables in this study. 
15 
H1: To test the interaction effect between speech evaluaters' level 
of rhetorical sensitivity and position of the speaker, two 2 X 2 ANOVA's 
with unequal cell frequencies were used. These tests were performed in 
order to determine the interaction effects the independent variables have 
on the dependent variables, material and analysis trait scores respectively. 
This design was used because it statistically tests for interaction. High 
and low levels of subject rhetorical sensitivity were determined as pre­
veiosly discussed. The level of significance was set at . 0 5 .  
H2: To test hypothesis two, a t-test was performed on rhetorical 
sensitivity scores (high and low) and corresponding subject leniency error 
levels. The t-test procedure determines whether the difference between high 
and low rhetorical sensitivity scores and leniency error levels of subjects 
are significantly different. This test is based on comparing the means of 
the two groups. The t-test level of significance was set at . 05 .  
H
3
: To test the interaction effect between the speech raters' level 
of dogmatism and position of the speaker, two 2 X 2 ANOVA's with unequal 
cell frequencies were performed. These tests were used in order to deter­
mine the interaction effects the independent variables have on the dependent 
variables, material and analysis trait scores respectively. This design was 
used because it tests for statistical interaction. High and low levels of 
dogmatism were determined as previously discussed. The level of significance 
was set at . 05.  
H4: To test hypothesis four, a t-test was performed on subject dog­
matism level (high and low) and corresponding subject halo error for the 
speaker advocating a tuition increase (discrepant, negatively valenced 
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stimuli) . The t-test procedure allows the researcher to  compare the means 
of the two groups and assess whether the difference between hioh and low 0 
dogmatism scores and subject halo error levels are significantly differen�. 
The level of significance was set at  .05. 
HS: To test hypothesis five, a 2 X 2 X 2 ANOVA with unequal cell frequencies 
was used. This test was performed in order to determine the interaction 
effects the independent variables have on the dependent variable, average 
trait score. Subj ec t  rhetorical sensitivity and dogmatism levels were 
determined as discussed earlier. The level of significance was set at .OS. 
High and low levels of rhetorical sensitivity and dogmatism used in 
data analysis will be comprised of those subjects falling in the upper 
and lower quartiles of each measure. Thus providing contrasting groups 
for data analysis . 
Measuring Instruments 
All subjects evaluated three five to seven minute video-taped speeches. 
These speeches were judged by a panel of one professor and four teaching 
assistants as representing approximately average speaking ability. One 
speaker will be male; two speakers will be female. 
The Becker-Bock rating scale (see Appendix A) to be ased for evalu­
ating the speeches has been tested and found t o  be both reliable and valid .
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The six traits listed on the scale include organization, language, material, 
delivery, analysis , and voic e.  While material and analysis are the only 
trait variables to be used in this study, the four remaining traits will 
serve as internal validity checks for the material and analysis traits. 
Subjects will also complete three psychological, self-report tests,  
all presented on Likert-type scales. The self-reports will be the rhetor:Lcal 
1 7  
sensitivity version o f  RHETSEN, form E of the Rokeach dogmatism scale 
and a questionnaire designed by the researcher. 
Rhetorical Sensitivity, Reliability and Validity (See Appendix B) 
Test-retest reliability for the rhetorical sensitivity (RS) version 
of RHETSEN have been obtained at . 84. 87 This means the RS version of the 
scale measures the same construct. the same way. over 84 percent of the 
time. Alpha reliability for the RS version of RHETSEN was obtained at . 7 6 . 88 
The reliability coefficients were obtained from RHETSEN data of  3 , 023 
89 college students , thus it appears the RS version of  RHETSEN is reliable. 
Criterion-related validity of the RJ:IETSEN scale was establsihed by 
' 
administering the instrument to 96 undergraduate nursing maj or s .  A s  ex-
pected, RS scores were significantly related to tending to the patient ' s  
d I d d h • I d 90 nee s ,  peers nee s ,  an t e supervisors nee s .  Thus, criterion 
validity was established for the RS version of  RHETSEN. 
Dogmatism Reliability and Validity (See Appendix C) 
Form E of the Rokeach dogmatism scale was found to have a corrected 
reliability of . 81 for the English Colleges II sample and . 78 for the 
91 English worker sample, In other samples subsequently tested, the re-
92 liability coefficients ranged from . 68 to . 93 .  These reliabilities are 
considered to be quite satisfactory, especially when we remember the Dogmatism 
Scale contains a strange collection of items , appearing on the surface to be 
93 unrelated to each other. 
94 The Dogmatism Scale has been validated using the know groups method. 
For example, Rokeach asked graduate students in psychology to identify high 
and low dogmatic persons from among their personal friends and acquaint-
ances.  The persons identified were administered the Dogmatism Scale. 
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Individuals identified as high dogmatics scored significantly higher (p= . 01) 
on this scale than did individuals identified as low dogmatics . 95 It  
appears the Dogmatism Scale i s  both reliable and valid. 
Procedure 
All subjects were asked to complete the form E Dogmatism Scale two 
weeks into spring semester 1984. The subj ects were asked to  complete the 
rhetorical sensitivity version of the RHETSEN scale four weeks into spring 
semester 1984.  A random sample of  the subjects (n=91) were asked to  respond 
to a "campus questionnaire" (see Appendix D) five weeks into spring sem-
ester 1984.  The quest ionnaire included the following measure: "Tuition 
at Eastern should be increased , "  to which the subjects could strongly 
agree, agree, remain neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree. Ninety 
percent of the subjects responded either disagree or strongly disagree, 
producing a mean score of 4 . 4  on a 5 point scale. Thus, providing the 
researcher with the necessary information to consider a 11pro-t1Jition in-
crease" speech as discrepant, unacceptable, negatively valenced stimulus. 
All self-report scales were administered and collected by the regular class 
instructor. 
Before the first round of class speaking assignments, the regular 
class instructors lectured on the proper use of the Becker-Bock �ating 
scale and informed the subj ects of the various rating erro r s .  The subjects 
then rated four peer speeches during the first speaking round of the 
. f . h . h' d 96 semester as practice or rating speec es in t is stu y .  
Upon complet ion of  rating peers in the first speaking round, the 
subjects were asked to evaluate three 5-7 minute video-taped speeches 
using the Becker-Bock rating scale. The speeches were shown to all sub-
jects in the same order: speaker A ,  speaker B ,  and speaker C .  Speaker B 
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recorded one speech in favor of a tuition increase, constituting the 
negative attitude valence condition (see Appendix E) and recorded another 
speech against tuition increase, constituting positive attitude valence 
condition (see Appendix F) . 
Subjects in six sections were shown and asked to evaluate the series 
of three speeches containing the negatively valenced speech. Subjects 
in the six remaining sections were shown and asked to evaluate the po­
sitively valenced speech. The video-taped speeches were administered 
by regular class instructors.  The rating blanks were gathered from the 
subj ects by regular class instructors and collected by the author .  
CHAPTER III 
Results 
Table 1 indicated there was not a significant main effect or any two­
way interactions between high and low rhetorical sensitivity and the posi­
tion of the speaker on the material trait, accounting of .001 of the 
variance . 
Table 2 indicated there was not a significant main effect or any two­
way interaction between high and low rhetorical sensitivity and the position 
of the speaker on the analysis trait, accounting for .03 of the variance . 
Table 3 indicated no significant difference in leniency error between 
those raters high in rhetorical sensitivity and those raters low in 
rhetorical sensitivity. 
Table 4 indicated there was not a significant main effect or any 
two-way interaction between high and low dogmatism and the position of the 
speaker on the material trait, accounting for .02 of the variance . 
Table 5 indicated there was not a significant main effect or any 
two-way interaction between high and low dogmatism and the position of the 
speaker on the analysis trai t ,  accounting for .003 of the variance . 
Table 6 indicated no significant difference on subj ect halo error in 
the negatively valenced condition between high and low dogmatism. 
Table 6 indicated no significant difference between those raters 
high in dogmatism and those raters low in dogmatism on the halo error of 
Speaker B in the discrepant stimulus condition. 
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Table 7 indicated a significant main effect beyond . 0 1  for rater 
attitude valence, affecting the mean trait scores in the predicted 
direction: the mean trait score for positively valenced speech was 6 . 74; 
the mean trait score for the negatively valenced speech was 8.02. This 
table further indicated that attitude valence, dogmatism, and rhetorical 
sensitivity accounted for .30 of the variance.  
eta 2 
Table 1 
ANOVA 
independent variables - attitude valence and rhetorical sensitivity 
dependent variable - material trait error 
source df ms F PR 
AV 1 . 008 . 03 . 85 
RS 1 . 0 14  . 06 . 81 
AV x RS 1 .009 . 0 4  . 84 
error 76 . 248 
Total 79 . 239 
. 001 
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Table 2 
ANOVA 
independent variables - attitude valence and rhetorical sensitivity 
dependent variable - analysis trait error 
source df ms F PR 
AV 1 .480 2.26 .13 
RS 1 . 004 . 0 2  . 88 
AV x RS 1 . 036 . 1 7  . 67 
error 76 . 212 
Total 79 . 2 1 1  
= . 03 
Table 3 
T-test for rhetorical sensitivity on leniency errors 
Number T 
Leniency error of cases mean S . D .  value df 
---
low R.S. 40 .03 1  . 659 . 734 78 
high R . S  . 40 - . 074 . 629 . 734 78 
Table 4 
ANOVA 
independent variables - attitude valence and dogmatism 
dependent variables - material trait error 
source df ms F 
AV 1 .210 .90 
dog 1 .107 .46 
AV 1 .051 .22 
error 77 .234 
Total 80 .230 
2 .02 eta 
Table 5 
ANOVA 
independent variables - attitude valence and dogmatism 
dependent variable - analysis trait error 
source df ms F 
AV 1 .004 .02 
dog 1 .056 .23 
AV x dog 1 .002 .01 
error 77 .250 
Total 80 .242 
eta 2 = .003 
PR 
.89 
.63 
. 9 1  
PR 
.34 
.so 
.64 
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Table 6 
T-test for dogmatism on halo errors in negative valence condition 
Halo error Number T 
Speaker B of cases mean S . D .  value df 
low dog 20 . 0666 . 437  . 683 33 
high dog 20 - . 0056 . 669 . 683 38 
Table 7 
ANOVA 
independent variables - rhetorical sensitivity, dogmatism, and 
attitude valence 
dependent variable - mean trait score 
source df ms F PR 
RS 1 . 205 . 13 . 7 1  
dog 1 . 647 . 42 . 5 2  
RS x dog 1 . 5 9 1  . 38 . 53 
AV 1 1 9 . 100 1 2 . 36 .001 
RS x AV 1 . 008 . 0 1  . 9 4  
dog x AV 1 3 . 090 2 . 00 . 1 6 
RS x dog x AV 1 1 .  687 1 . 09 .30 
error 39 1 . 545 
Total 46 1 . 860 
eta 2 = . 30 
trait mean of posi tive valenced speech 6 . 74 
trait mean of negative valenc.:::d speech 8 . 02  
2 !i 
CHAPTER IV 
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
The first hypothesis stated that speech raters with a high degree of 
rhetorical sensitivity would exhibit a negative trait error on the con-
tent traits of material and analysis in rating a speech containing negatively 
valenced information. The analysis in Table 1 revealed there was no signi­
f icant interaction between rhetorical sensitivity and attitude valence on 
the material trait. Table 2 indicated no significant interaction between 
rhetorical sensitivity and attitude valence on the analysis trait. Thus, 
hypothesis one was not supported. 
The second hypothesis stated that raters high in rhetorical sensitivity 
would exhibit a significantly negative leniency error in speech evaluation. 
The analysis in Table 3 indicated no s ignificant difference in the leniency 
errors of raters with high and low rhetorical sensitivity. Hypothesis two 
was rejected . 
There is no support from this study that rhetorical sensitivity, as 
measured by the RHETSEN, affects the speech evaluation process. 
The third hypothesis stated that attitude valence and dogmatism would 
interact so that low dogmatic raters would exhibit a negative trait error 
on the content traits of material and analysis in speech evaluation . Table 
4 indicated no significant interaction or main effects between dogmatism 
and attitude valence on the material trait. Table 5 indicated no signi­
ficant interaction or main effects between dogmatism and attitude valence 
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on the analysis trait. Hypothesis three was not supported . 
The fourth hypothesis stated that raters with low dogmatism would ex­
hibit a significantly positive halo error on a sp eaker presenting discrepant , 
negatively valenced material. Table 6 indicated no significant difference 
on the halo errors between low and high dogmatics rating the negatively 
valenced speech. 
Further investigation of the relationship between dogmatism and rater 
attitude valence may prove beneficial for two reasons . First, although 
there was no significant difference in the halo error of low dogmatics 
and high dogmatics, Table 6 indicated a difference between the means in the 
predicted direction . Secondly, this finding contradicts the results re­
p orted by Geyerman and Bock. A similar study may help resolve this 
apparent contradiction. 
The fifth hypothesis stated that rhetorical sensitivity, dogmatism, 
and attitude valence would interact such that raters low in dogmatism and 
high in rhetorical sensitivity would evaluate a negatively valen�ed speech 
s ignificantly higher than a positively valenced speech. Table 7 indicated 
a main effect for attitude valence b eyond the . 0 1  level of significance. 
The support of hypothesis five has implications in terms of pedagogy, 
theory , and future research .  
This information may be incorporated into the classroom, particularly 
in providing instruction regarding topic selection and peer evaluation. 
Topic s election is a vital start in preparing and delivering an ef­
fective speech . This s tudy demons trated that poor topic selection, a 
demand characteristic resulting from poor audience analysis,  can inf luence 
a rater ' s  evaluations based on the position advocated by the speaker . 
Thus , teachers can inform students that a controversial topic will not 
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necessarily result in poor evaluations. That, in fact, a controversial , 
discrepant topic may increase the positive evaluations received from peers . 
The findings in this study provide support for both the demand 
characteristics construct and the information process ing construct of 
the rating error theory, the former as discussed above. 
Apparently the position taken regarding the topic in relation to the 
raters ' valenced attitudes served as a situational cue (SC) , of which in­
formation processing i s  in part a function. The raters selectively inat­
tended to the negatively valenced speech, and were consequently unable to 
j ustify a negative score do to reduced cue utilization; and consequently, 
reduced Information Processing. The result being a higher rating for a 
speech presenting discrepant, negatively valenced material. 
The information processing (IP) construct of rating error theory , 
because of its relationship to cue utilization, is the central construct of 
the theory, and as such is inherently supported whenever an aspect of either 
the receiver component or the demand characteristics construct is supported . 
For example, only when a variable of either the demand characteristic 
construct or the receiver component construct alters the information proces­
sing ability of the rater is it recognized and acknowledged as an error 
source. 
With the information processing (IP)  construct assuming the central 
theoretical position, the author suggests rating error theory may be 
expressed as follows: RE = f ( IP) , where IP = f ( RC ,  DC, + e) . It was 
decided not to include the SE  construct of the original rating error 
theory because its functions are repetitive with those in the RC construct,  
with the exception of aR, which as has been stated in this paper, is the 
major source of rating error and therefore must be acknowledged as such. 
28 
The receiver component must be expressed as the maj or source of rating 
error, i . e .  as influencing the information processing. Similarly, demand 
characteristics such as sex of the experimenter, VTR speeches , profanity 
etc . . .  have been reported to significantly influence the evaluation process. 
The relationship between the RC construct and the DC construct becomes ap­
parent in a comparison of the following equations :  IP = f (P ,  S ,  Era, log, + e) , 
and IP = f (RC, DC , + e) ; the later being advanced by the author .  Clearly, 
emotional (Em) and logical (log) constructs are the domain of the Receiver 
Component ; and physical (P) and situational ( S )  constructs are the domain 
of Demand Characteristcs (DC) . Information processing then can be affected 
by the receiver (RC construct) and/or environmental factors (DC construct) . 
From a theoretical standpoint , the deletion of the SE construct is 
logical: because communication is a process, it implies feedback; and 
as a result ,  any component of the communication process will affect the 
evaluation process when information processing is affected. Thus,  the 
centrality of the information processing construct to rating error theory 
has been established. 
One limitation of this study is that the results cannot be confidently 
generalized beyond the classroom. Another limitation of this study is the 
nature of the stimulus material: attitude valence was represented by the 
position the speaker took regarding tuition increase. Perhaps strength 
of attitude regarding tuition increase among freshmen who had not yet ex­
perienced a tuition increase was exaggerated. Other topics may influence 
ratings differently with regard to the attitude of the rate r .  For exampl e ,  
a speech on incest may b e  evaluated negatively even if subjects selectively 
inattend to the information. Because of strong cultural taboos , the topic 
itself may cause a poor rating regardless of the valenced attitudes of the 
audience. Because the mean trait rating of the negatively valenced speech 
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was 6 . 7 4 ,  the error of central tendency may have affected the evaluation 
process. Perhaps the greatest limitation of this was the small number of 
subjects in the statistical analysis for hypothesis f ive. The number of 
subjects in each cell ranged from four to nine . More subjects may have 
yielded different results . 
There are a number of  implications for future research suggested 
by the results of this study: 
1) Examination of situational cues, physical cues, emotional cues , 
and logical cues as they influence information processing. Thus pro­
viding further support for the validity and inclusion of the infor­
mation processing as central to rating error theory. 
2 )  Examination of any of the structures of the receiver component con­
struct and/or the demand characteristic construct of  rating error 
theory as they affect information processing would add validity to rating 
error theory and further establish the information processing construct 
as central to the theory . 
3) Examination of  the evaluations given speeches representing greater and 
lesser attitudinal valence would lead to more valid conclusions regarding 
the effect of the speech topic on subsequent ratings. 
4 )  Examination of emotional variables within the receiver component of  
rating error theory would contribute to the validity of  the cue utili­
zation proposition. For examp l e ,  it seems logical that raters high in 
cognitive cocplexity would be better able to process and utilize 
available cues, resulting in more accurate speech evaluations. 
5) Examination of physical constructs within the receiver component of 
rating error theory would contribute to the validity of the cue utili­
zation proposition. For example, it seems logical that a good listener 
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would utilize more cues; therefore ( s ) he would process more information 
resulting in lower rating s .  
6 )  Examination of the interactions between variables originating in both 
the RC construct and DC construct of rating error theory would provide 
a more parsimonious way of explaining rating error and add validity 
to the formula, RE = f ( IP ) , where IP = f (RC , DC, + e) . 
These and similar studies are needed before the speech evaluation process 
and rating error theory can be more fully understood . An understanding of 
the speech evaluation process is essential because it is an integral part 
of virtually every speech class . Furthermore, an increased understanding 
of the speech rating process would lead to more accurate evaluations from 
both teachers and peers. Providing accurate speech evaluations is a primary 
responsibility of  the speech teacher . Hence, research regarding the speech 
evaluation process and a taxonomical theory thereof becomes both necessary 
and beneficial. 
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Appendix A 
Becker-Bock Rat ing Scale 
SPEECH RATING BLANK 
Date 
Subj ect 
ITE..'1S COMMENT SCORE 
ORGANIZATION: Clear arrangement of  ideas? 
introduction, body, conclusion? Pattern of 
development adapted to ideas & audience? 
LANGUAGE: Clear, accurate, varied, vivid? 
Appropriate standard of usuage? In conver-
sational mode? 
MATERIAL: Specific, valid, relevant,  
sufficient, interesting? Properly dis-
tributed? Adapted to audience? Personal 
credibility? Use of evidence? 
DELIVERY: Natural, at ease, communicative, 
direct? Eye contact? Aware of audience 
reaction to speech? Do gestures match 
voice and language? 
ANALYSIS: Approach to subject original, 
interesting? Central idea, purpose clear; 
ideas adapted to audience? 
VOICE: Pleasing, adequate , distracting? 
Varied or monotonous in pitch, intensity, 
volume, rate, quality? Expressive of 
logical emotional meanings ?  
SCALE: TOTAL 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 l 
superior average inadequate poor 
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Appendix B 
Rhetorical Sensitivity version of RHETSEN 
Listed below are a number of  statements to which we would like your reac­
tions. Please respond to each statement invidually and be assured that 
there are no absolutely right nor absolutely wrong answers .  For each state­
ment ,  please indicate your opinion by choosing one of the following: 
A=almost always true 
B=frequently true 
C=sometimes true 
D=inf requently true 
E=almost never true 
1 .  People should be frank and spontaneous in conversation. 
2 .  When talking with someone with whom you disagree, you should feel 
obligated to state your opinion . 
3 .  A person should laugh at an unfunny joke just to please the joketeller. 
4 .  It ' s  good to follow the rule: before blowing your top at someone, 
sleep on the problem. 
5 .  I t  is best t o  hide one ' s  true feelings in order to avoid hurting others. 
6 .  One should keep quiet rather than say something that will alienate 
others. 
7 .  I t  is acceptable to discuss religion with a stranger. 
8 .  A person should tell i t  like it  is . 
9 .  You should tell friends i f  you think they are making a mistake. 
1 0 .  The first thing that comes to mind is the best thing to say. 
1 1 .  When conversing, you should tell others what they want to hear. 
1 2 .  When someone dominates the �onversation, it ' s  important to interrupt 
them in order to state your opinion. 
1 3 .  When angry, a person should say nothing rather than say something 
he or she will be sorry for later. 
1 4 .  When someone has an irritating habit, he or she should b e  told about it.  
15.  When talking to your friends, you should adjust your remarks to suit them. 
1 6 .  A person who speaks his o r  her gut feelings i s  to be admired. 
1 7 .  You shouldn ' t  make a scene in a restaurant by arguing with a waiter. 
Appendix B (Continued) 
A=almost always true 
B=frequently true 
C=sometimes true 
D=inf requently true 
E=almost never true 
1 8 .  A friend who has bad breath should be told about it . 
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1 9 .  If you ' re sure you 're right, you should argue with a person who dis­
agrees with you. 
2 0.  If  people would open up to each other, the world would be better 
off . 
2 1 .  You should tell people i f  you think they are about to embarrass 
themselves. 
2 2 .  One should not b e  afraid to voice his or her opinion. 
2 3 .  You should tell someone i f  you think they are giving you bad advice . 
2 4 .  Saying what you think is a sign of  friendship. 
25 . When you are sure you ' re right, you should press your point until you 
win the argument .  
2 6 .  If a man cheats on his wife, he should tell her. 
2 7 .  I t  is better to speak your gut feelings than t o  beat around the bush. 
2 8 .  We should have a kind word for the people we meet in life. 
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Appendix C 
Form E Rokeach Dogmatism Scale 
The following is a study of what the general public thinks and feels about 
a number of important social and personal questions. The best answer to 
each statement below is your personal opinion. We have tried to cover 
many different and opposing points of  view; you may f ind yourself agreeing 
strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing just as strongly with 
other s ,  and perhaps uncertain about others. Whether you agree or disagree 
with any statement , you can be sure that many people feel the same as you 
do. 
On the answer sheet, fill in the space provided for each answer according 
to how much you agree or disagree with i t .  Please fill in the space for 
each question. Write +l, +2 , +3, or -1 , - 2 , -3 , depending upon how you 
feel. 
+l. I agree a little - 1 .  I disagree a little 
+2. I agree on the whole -2 . I disagree on the whole 
+3. I agree very much -3.  I disagree very much 
************** 
1 .  The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common .  
2 .  The highest form of  government is a democracy and the highest form of 
democracy is a government run by those who are most intelligent . 
3 .  Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal, it 
is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of certain political 
groups .  
4 .  I t  is only natural that a person would have a much better acquaintance 
with ideas he believes in than with ideas he opposes .  
5 .  Man on his own i s  a helpless and miserable creature. 
6 .  Fundamentally, the world we live in i s  a pretty lonesome place. 
7 .  Most people just don 1 t  give a "damn" for others. 
8 .  l 1 d  like i t  i f  I could f ind- someone who would tell me how to solve my 
personal problems. 
9 .  It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the future. 
1 0 .  There is so much to be done and so little t ime to do it in. 
1 1 .  Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I j ust can ' t  stop. 
1 2 .  In a discussion I often f ind it necessary to repeat myself several 
times to make sure I am being understood. 
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1 3 .  In a heated discuss ion I generally become so  absorbed in what I am 
going to say that I forget to listen to what the others are saying. 
1 4 .  It is better t o  b e  a dead hero than t o  be a live coward.  
1 5 .  While I don ' t  like to admit this even to myself,  my secret ambition 
is to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare. 
1 6 .  The main thing in life i s  for a person to want t o  d o  something im­
portant. 
1 7 .  If given the chance , I would d o  something o f  great benefit t o  the world. 
1 8 .  In the history of mankind there have probably been just a handful of 
really great thinkers .  
19 . There are a number of people I have come to hate because of the 
things they stand for . 
20. A man who does not believe in some great cause has not really lived . 
2 1 .  It is only when a person devotes himself t o  an ideal or cause that 
life becomes meaningful . 
22.  O f  all the different philosophies which exist i n  this world there is 
probably only one which is correct . 
23.  A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is likely to 
be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort of person. 
24. To compromise with our political opponents is  dangerous because it 
usually leads to the betrayal of our own side . 
25 . When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we must be  care­
ful not to compromise with those who believe differently from the 
way we do . 
2 6 .  People can be divided into two distinct classe s :  the weak and the 
strong. 
2 7 .  The worst crime a person could commit i s  t o  attack publicly the people 
who believe in the same thing he does. 
2 8 .  In times like these it i s  often necessary to b e  more on guard against 
ideas put out by people or groups in one ' s  own camp than by those in 
the opposing camp . 
29.  A group which tolerates too much difference of opinion among its own 
members cannot exist for long . 
30.  There are two kinds of people in this world: Those who are for the 
truth and those who are against the truth. 
Appendix C (Continued) 
3 1 .  My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he ' s  
wrong. 
32.  A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is beneath 
contemp t .  
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33.  Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren ' t  worth the paper 
they are printed on. 
34.  In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what ' s  
going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted. 
3 5 .  I t  is often desirable t o  reserve judgment about what ' s  going on until 
one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respect s .  
3 6 .  In the long run the best way t o  live i s  to pick friends and associates 
whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one ' s  own. 
3 7 .  Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that should 
remain personal and private. 
38.  If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it  is sometimes necessary 
to gamble "all or nothing at all . "  
39 . Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed important 
social and moral problems don ' t  really understand what ' s  going on. 
40. Most people don ' t  know what ' s  good for them. 
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Appendix D 
Campus Questionnaire 
Below are statements concerning various campus issues . Please in­
dicate your feeling about the statement by circling the appropriate 
response .  Be assured your responses will remain anonomous .  Thank you for 
your cooperation. 
SA = strongly agree 
A agree 
u = undecided 
D = disagree 
SD = s trongly disagree 
1 .  Registration procedures at Eastern should be efficient. 
SA A u D SD 
2 .  Charleston police unnecessarily harass Eastern s tudents . 
SA A u D SD 
3 .  The Eastern "escort rule" for dorm residents is unnecessary. 
SA A u D SD 
4 .  Tuition at Eastern should be increased . 
SA A u D SD 
5 .  Parking facilities at Eastern are insufficient. 
SA A u D SD 
6 .  Class attendance is a legitimate problem at Eastern. 
SA A u D DS 
7 .  Student insurance rates are too expensive. 
SA A u D SD 
8 .  The textbook library at Eastern should be simplified. 
SA A u D SD 
9 .  The athletic teams at Eastern represent the school well. 
SA A u D SD 
Appendix E 
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Today I would like to discuss an issue of great concern to each and 
every one of us here today, it ' s  the annual tuition increase. A great debate 
has flourished and most of the arguments center around five main areas. 
First of all I want to discuss how the students of Eastern Illinois 
University benefit from tuition increase s .  Increases in your tuition money 
help keep the cost of activities sponsored by the university low. Some 
examples of this would include movies, guest speakers,  special events , that 
are university sponsored. 
Tuition increases also help maintain a quality faculty. Now let ' s  
face it, we are here, at an institution o f  higher education, and we are most 
interested in getting our money ' s  worth . The more money you pay, the better 
your chance is of getting a quality instructor that ' s  going to provide you 
with a quality education. 
Now, while it ' s  not a direct effect on students , the image of the uni­
versity, the physical look of the campus is a reflection on you. Now the 
more you ' re willing to pay to upkeep these grounds ,  the better the student 
population of Eastern is going to look to other people who are considering 
attending this university. 
A second maj or issue is how student increases in tuition money affect 
the faculty and administration. Consider yourself a f aculty member for the 
moment: if you were receiving a larger paycheck, wouldn ' t  you be more 
inclined to provide a better education, to put more effort forth in your 
work for your students .  Tuition increases also help the faculty and admin­
istration purchase valuable teaching aids . This is the age of the computer. 
Appendix E (continued) 54 
Like it or not, computers are a necessity for a faculty. They can ·also, 
pruchase video recorders, films, projectors, and many other valuable aid s ,  
which make your learning experience here at Eastern an ass e t .  Not only 
do tuition increases allow for the purchase of valuable teaching aides 
they also increase departmental efficiency. �ow the greater your depart­
ment can serve you, the more that you ' re going to get for your tuition 
dollar. 
A third maj or concern of tuition increases is how your tax dollars 
affect the university facilities. Increase affects the construction 
budget here at Eastern; the more money we have coming into the constructing 
budget,  the nicer the facilities we have . We have the Tarble Art Center, 
we have the Radio TV Center, both of which have been provided by your 
tuition dollars . Consider the physically handicapped renovation access 
areas; these were made possible by your money. And Old Main was recently 
remodeled; Old Main is the trademark of our university. By providing more 
income for the university, you are showing that you care about your campus. 
Now I want to discuss how tuition dollars help sustain clubs and organ­
izations that represent Eastern. Lets take, for example, the football team; 
now who can deny its success. But football teams cost money to support,  
the average payroll can easily exceed one hundred thousand dollars for 
eight to ten coaches .  And , one simple football helmet for one player costs 
an average of fif ty-f ive dollars . Your tuition money helps pay for that 
equipment, helps pay the payroll. Thus providing you with a team to be 
proud o f .  What about academic organizations? Eastern ' s  debate team re­
ceives a travel budget; Eastern ' s  debate team is regionally respected, well­
known , and has received many honors . Your tuition money has made that 
possible. The student government is also funded by your tuition money . 
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The student government provides special events , entertainment,  and ·also aids 
in creating new organizations that you yourself could choose to belong tc . 
Thus far we 've seen how tuition increases can aid the students , the 
faculty and adminis tration, campus facilities, and clubs and organizations . 
But how do tuition increases affect the Charleston community? 
First of all , I think we need to look at the fact that Eastern is 
located in Charleston; therefore, we need to make friends with the Charleston 
citizens. The more access they have to us,  by providing courses they would 
be interested in taking, the better the relationship level. And , most of 
the Charleston community is employed at Eastern Illinois University. 
Your tuition money in turn is channeled into their paychecks which makes 
things alot rosier. 
So the next time you hear grumblings about tuition increases, just 
remember there are benefits : helps the students, the faculty member s ,  the 
administration clubs and organizations that you yourself probably belong 
to, the Charleston community, and the campus image. So make some noise 
about it ; it might take a bit out of your back pocket, but benefits are 
well worth the cos t .  Thank you. 
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Today I want to  discuss with you a topic of  great concern for each and 
every one of u s ,  the annual tuition increase . I feel that raising tuition 
does not in any way , shape or form benefit Eastern Illinois University. Ar­
guments have been proposed citing the various benefits in five maj or areas . 
We will look at each one of  these and refute each argument . 
The first area of  concern is how does raising tuition benefit the 
students? It doesn ' t .  We still have to pay to attend every single thing 
that we want to go to on this campus . W� ' re not guaranteed that by paying 
more money we are going to get a better education. And thirdly, my main 
question is we pay activity fees ' s  outside of  our tuition money , why don ' t  
those activity fees pay for the events that we choose to attned? The 
amount of  money that we pay for our tuition does not affect the schoo l ' s  
reputation; we as graduates are the ones that affect the schoo l ' s  reputation, 
not how much money we forked out during our years here. 
Now, concerning the proposed benefits in the faculty and administration 
arena, more money through tuition dollars does not necessarily mean that you 
are going to get a better teacher; and in the long run a better education. 
Who is to say that by getting more money, as a teacher, you ar� going to 
put forth more effort in instructing your students. And more money coming 
into the departments does not mean they are going to use it to purchase 
valuable teaching aids, which may be needed . Departmental budgets are 
based on faculty demand ,  not student request or student need s .  
Tuition increases do not affect the physical appearance of  the campus . 
In fac t ,  most of  the buildings and facilities made available to you at 
Eastern are made possible through private donations . Maintenance costs are 
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paid in part, by your tuition. But the actual construction, renovation, 
and remodeling are covered by a construction budget drawn up by the univer­
sity. This budget is not funded in any way by your tuition dollars . 
While Eastern ' s  Clubs and organizations do a tremendous j ob of repre­
senting this university, they don ' t  need your tuition money to support them. 
Lets take, for example , the football team; a great success story, but they 
are self-supporting. The game revenue brought in, when you consider they 
sell tickets to several thousands of people at seven dollars a crack, that 
amount is staggering. It can easily cover the payroll and the needed 
equipment for the football team. Therefore, your money that you are paying 
for an education, not entertainment, is not necessary. Many other clubs and 
organizations are self-supporting. Consider the rugby team; all members of  
the rugby team pay for their own travel expenses, their own uniforms , and 
any medical expenses . Eastern ' s  debate team sponsors their own annual fund 
raisers by their members to support themselves and to  meet their own f inan­
cial obligations . Not one penny of your tuition money goes into supporting 
clubs and organizations. 
So we can see that our tuition dollars really do not benefit you, the 
student , the faculty and administration, campus facilities, or for that 
matter, clubs and organizations that you, yourself, may belong to . 
But how does the tuition increase affect the Charleston community? 
Personally, I think that the Charleston residents really are not that 
interested in how much we are paying to go to school here. We are only here 
for a short time of our live s ;  we do not have that great an impact on the 
functioning of the town. However, if we were to be charged more money 
to attend Eastern, thaes less �oney that we can put into Charleston bus­
inesses, which would drastically affect the town ' s  income . And, the more 
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tuition money that we have t o  spend , the fewer students will come to Eastern. 
Cost of tuition is not a minimal element in choosing where to go to school;  
and if you are charging an astronomical amount, students are not going 
to want to come here. Therefore, you have fewer people in Charleston for 
nine months out of the year; therefore again reducing the income of  Charleston. 
By promoting the status quo of the tuition increase, Eastern could offer vari­
ous courses to the citizens, thereby, possibly increasing involvement among 
community and university. Charleston residents would be more inclined to 
attend these classes if they were offered at a reasonable rate. But in the 
effect of a tuition increase, to the chan�es of them becoming involved with the 
university are minimal.  
So the next time you here some rumor about the tuition going up agai�, 
make some noise about it . I t ' s  obvious that tuition increases hold no 
benefits for the students, the faculty and administration, they do not aid 
in campus facilities, tuition increases are not beneficial in maintai�ing 
or creating clubs and organizations offered to students, nor do tuition 
increases serve as a bridge to the Charleston community for better involve­
ment. Tuition increases merely take a bigger bite out of your back pocket .  
And the benefits are little o r  none . Thank you. 
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